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Remarks/Arguments: 

This is a full and timely response to the final Office Action mailed November 21, 2006. 
Reconsideration and allowance of the application and presently pending claims are respectfully 
requested. 

Present Status of Patent Application : 

Upon entry of the amendments in this response, claims 1-2 and 5-21 are pending in the 
present application. More specifically, claims 3-4 have been canceled without prejudice, waiver 
or disclaimer and claims 1 and 6 have been currently amended without introduction of new 
matter. 

A. Claim Rejections under 35 U.S.C. S112 
Statement of the Rejection 

Claims 1-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards 
as the invention. Applicant recites ''adjustable height spacing structure", however the 
specification does not provide teachings regard this limitation. That is, the spacing structure is 
adjustable during the manufacturing process, however, in an apparatus claim, method of 
making steps are not given patentable weight. Since the specification only teaches the 
adjustment during the manufacturing process and the apparatus claimed does not have any 
means to adjust the spacing structure, the rejection is proper. 

Response to the Rejection 

Applicants have currently amended independent claim 1 with the term "adjustable 
height spacing structure" being omitted. Pending claims 2, 5 and 6 do not include this term in 
either independent or dependent form. Claims 3-4 have been canceled. 

Consequently, Applicants respectfully request withdrawal of the rejection, followed by 
allowance of pending claims 1, 2, 5 and 6. 

B. Claim Rejections under 35 U.S.C 5102Tb) 
I. Statement of the Rejection 

Claims 1, 2, 4-7, 11-17 and 18-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as being 
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anticipated by Webster (US. 6,483,101). 
Response to the Rejection 

A proper rejection under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) requires that a single prior art reference 
disclose each element of the claim. Furthermore, anticipation requires that each and every 
element of the claimed invention be disclosed in a single prior art reference. Applicants 
respectfully submit that rejected claims 1, 2, 4-7, 11-17 and 18-20 are now allowable and 
hereby request withdrawal of the rejection followed by allowance of the claims. Responsive 
remarks related to individual claims are provided below. 

Claim 1 

Applicants respectfully assert that the cited prior art of Webster does not disclose each 
element of Applicants' previously submitted Claim 1. However, in the interests of brevity, 
Applicants choose not to elaborate on this assertion at this stage. Nonetheless, in an effort to 
move forward prosecution in this case, Applicants have opted to currently amend Claim 1 so as 
to provide better focus on certain aspects. For example, the transparent enclosure portion has 
been re-cited in pertinent part, as: "extending substantially to the periphery of the spacing 
structure." Applicants have clearly illustrated this aspect in various figures (e.g. FIGs 1A and 
IB) and have described further details in the specification (including a process of singulation 
along the periphery of the spacing structure). 

Consequently, Applicants respectfully assert that there are several elements of currently 
amended claim 1 which are not disclosed in the cited prior art, and hereby request withdrawal 
of the rejection followed by allowance of Claim 1. 

Claims 2 and 5-7 

Because independent Claim 1 is allowable, Claims 2 and 5-7 that each depend directly or 
indirectly on Claim 1 are also allowable. 

Claim 4 

Claim 4 has been currently canceled. 
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Claim 11 

Applicants respectfully assert that the cited prior art of Webster does not disclose each 
element of Applicants' Claim 11 as is necessary for Webster to be used in a proper rejection 
under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b). For example, the cited prior art of Webster does not at least disclose 
that part of Applicants' Claim 11 that cites: "a transparent enclosure portion extending over 
substantially an entire top surface of the packaging substrate..." Webster's window 122 does not 
extend over an entire top surface of substrate 102 (which allegedly anticipates Applicant's 
packaging substrate). Towards this end, attention is drawn to Webster's FIGs 1 and 2, for 
example, wherein window 122 is shown extending substantially over image sensor 106, but not 
over substrate 102. 

For at least the above-mentioned reason, Applicants respectfully assert that the rejection 
of Claim 11 is improper and hereby request withdrawal of the rejection followed by allowance of 
the claim. 

Claims 12-17 and 18-20 (i.e. 12-20) 

Because independent Claim 11 is allowable, Claims 12-20 that each depend directly on 
Claim 11 are also allowable. 

II- Statement of the Rejection 

Claims 8 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by Badehi 
(WO 99/40624). 

Response to the Rejection 
Claim 8 

Applicants respectfully assert that the cited prior art of Badehi does not disclose each 
element of Applicants' Claim 8 as is necessary for a proper rejection under 35 U.S.C. §102(b). 
For example, the Office action fails to point out where in Badehi can be found that part of 
Applicants' claim 8 which cites: " aligning and attaching an array of lens supports to another 
packaging layer of the wafer such that lenses used with the array of lens supports are optically 
aligned with corresponding image sensing device " (Emphasis added). 

Specifically, in justifying the rejection of Claim 8, the Office action erroneously asserts 
that Applicants' "array of lens supports" is anticipated by Badehi's "layer 28 of epoxv " (Badehi 
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col. 5, line 21). Furthermore, in addition to making this erroneous assertion, the Office action 
fails to point out where in Badehi can be found the aligning aspect emphasized in the claim 
element of Applicants' claim 8 reproduced above. 

Therefore, for at least the above-mentioned reason, Applicants respectfully assert that 
the rejection of Claim 8 is improper and hereby request withdrawal of the rejection followed by 
allowance of the claim. 

Claim 9 

Because independent Claim 8 is allowable, Claim 9 that depends directly on Claim 8 is 
also allowable. 

C- Claim Rejections under 35 U.S.C. S103 
Statement of the Rejection 

I. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Badehi. 

Response to the Rejection 

Claim 3 has been canceled. 

Statement of the Rejection 

II. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over Badehi in view 
ofMaeda (U.S. Patent 6,930,327). 

Response to the Rejection 

Applicants respectfully traverse various statements made in the Office action related to 
the rejection of Claim 10. For example, the Office action fails to provide a proper motivation to 
combine Badehi with Maeda. Specifically, the Office action erroneously asserts that "it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use a 
spacer to reduce the epoxv used to reduce cost ." This statement has not been substantiated in 
the Office action by any teaching in the prior art, consequently leading Applicants to believe 
that the statement is a personal opinion of Examiner. Using a spacer that is selected of a 
material able to withstand high temperatures during soldering, does not necessarily lead to a 
cost savings in comparison to using an additional amount of an epoxy that is able to withstand 
such temperatures. Additionally, the costs involved in various processes such as procurement, 
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storage, inventorying, handling, and placement/alignment during manufacture, of a spacer may 
be arguably greater than the cost of using an additional amount of epoxy. 

In addition to the failing described above, the Office action further fails to show that the 
cited combination of prior art teaches or suggest all of the claim limitations of Applicant's Claim 
10, which includes all claim elements from Claim 8 via claim dependency. This showing is a 
requirement under MPEP 706. 2(j) Contents of a 35 U.S.C. 103 Rejection. 

For at least the above-mentioned reasons Applicants respectfully assert that the 
rejection of Claim 10 is improper and hereby request withdrawal of the rejection. Furthermore, 
because independent Claim 8 is allowable, Claim 10 that depends directly on Claim 8 is also 
allowable. 

Applicants respectfully request allowance of Claim 10. 

D. Newly Added Claim 21 : 

Claim 21 further limits claim 1 by reciting that the spacing structure is one of (a) a four- 
walled spacer rim surrounding a perimeter of the IC, and (b) a set of four non-contiguous 
pieces. 

Basis for claim 21 may be found, for example, in the specification at page 10, lines 4-9. 
None of the cited references discloses such spacing structure. 

Prior Art Made of Record 

The prior art made of record has been considered, but is not believed to affect the 
patentability of the presently pending claims. 
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CONCLUSION 

In light of the reasons set forth above, Applicants respectfully submit that pending 
claims 1-2, and 5-21 are in condition for allowance. Favorable reconsideration and allowance of 
the present application and all pending claims are hereby courteously requested. If, in the 
opinion of the Examiner, a telephonic conference would expedite the examination of this matter, 
the Examiner is invited to call the designated Attorney-of-record in the case. 



JJJ/mc 




Dated: January 22, 2007 

P.O. Box 980 

Valley Forge, PA 19482 

(610) 407-0700 

The Director is hereby authorized to charge 
or credit Deposit Account No. 18-0350 for 
any additional fees, or any underpayment or 
credit for overpayment in connection 
herewith. 



I hereby certify that this correspondence is being deposited 
with the United States Postal Service as first class mail, 
with sufficient postage, in an envelope addressed to: 
Commissioner for Patents, P.O. Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 
22313-1450 on: 
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